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STATEMENT IM OPEN COURT 



Solliil^ Advocate f or the Clafaiant 

3, In these actions for misuse of private information, breach of confidence and 
harassment I appear for -he Claimant. My learned friend, Michael Sifverleaf QC, 
appears for the Hrst Defentism, 

2. The Claimant is a well-known pjofesstonal actor, who has appeared in numerous 
rnoiion pictures as well as on the Stage, both in this country and abroad, 

3. The First Defendant was the publisher of the News of the VVorfd newspaper which, 
until its recent closure, enjoyed a considerable readership in tMs jurisdiction and 
which also published its content on its website wwwjiewj^ft^ The 
Second Defendant was a private investigator employed by the first Defendant to 
carry out various Investigative activities Including the blagging of Information from 
mobile phone companies and elsewhere and the unlawful interception of voieemall 
messages. 

I. From around ea rly 2003 until at least 2006, there were 3 number of articles 
published m the News of the World about the Claimant, which contained intrusive 
erd private info« mation. Although these articles contained e lot of inaccurate 
information, the articles, for the main parr, contained at least a grain of truth which 
the Claimant did not know the source of. As a consequence, the Claimant couid not 
understand haw this private information was ending up in the public domain. One 
article, which was published in 2003, even referred to phone calls that the Claimant's 
assistant had mado \q the Claimant on arrival at an import. 



As a consequence of these articles, the Claimant started to become concerned about 
the security of his mobile telephones and bis communications. In addition to this, 
over the same period, the Claimant experienced unusual activity on his mobile 
phone including hang up calls and new messages appearing as old messages. A 
number of his friends and family also experienced similar suspicious activity. 

The Claimant also noised that journalists and/or photographers appeared to know 
hb location in advance. This meant that when he turned up at meetings or a planned 
ijpcat'On, there were often Journalists and photographers already present. 

in the light of these concerns, the Claimant changed his mobile phone a number of 
times and also registered his mobile phone under the name of others. The Claimant 
also hired security consultants to undertake a sweep of his car and house in order to 
ensure that no bugs had been Installed. Despite all these precautions, articles still 
appeared in the News of the World and other papers concerning the Claimant's 
private life and trie private lives of his friends and family. This caused Further distrust 
and suspicion between the Claimant and those close to him. 

In June 2010, the Claimant discovered that severs, of his mobile numbers and his 
diren dial numbers appeared in the evidence that Sienna Miller had obtained from 
the Metropolitan Police pursuant to the disclosure order made by Mr Justice 
Sweeney on 1 iune 2010. 

Furthermore in en fly 2031, after the commencement of Operation Westing, the 
Claimant was approached by the Metropolitan police and was shown evidence thai 
his voicemail messages had been intercepted as well as other confidential 
information. In addition to this, the Claimant was played a number of recorded 
messages that he had left over 5 years ago on me volcemai! service of his children's 
nanny, Jade Schmidt. It was dear from the evidence? shown to him by the Police that 
the Ciaimimt was targeted over a considerable period of tm>e, from at leasi 2003- 
2006. The subsequent disclosure from the First Defendant has confirmed this. 

In May 2011, the Claimant issued proceedings against the first and Second 
Defendants for misuse of private information, breach of confidence and harassment. 
Tne Claimant lofted detailed Particulars of Claim, which contained complaints about 
the publication of at least 16 articles, from January 2003 until August 2.00G, based on 
intercepted voicemall messages. Both Defendants Indicated their intention to 
defend the entire claim ami served Defences. 

ir its Defence, the first Defendant made a number of specific admissions although it 
refused to admit or denied that the Claimant had been harassed or that the articles 
published were private or derived from intercepted messages. Since then, on 13 
December 2011, the First Defendant has mode a series of extensive general 
admission;,: in ^elation to the interception of voicemail messages. 



12. it has become dear, and the First Defendant now accepts, that the Defendants 
targeted the Claimant and the Claimant's voicemaii messages over a considerable 
period of time, from at least January 2D03 until 2005, including messages which he 
left on the voicemaii services of his family, friends and employees. 

13. The First Defendant also accepts that, fn addition to electronic surveillance, the 
Claimant was subjected to repeated and sustained physical surveillance over a 
number of years, until at least April 200V. In feet, the Cfaimant was regularly 
followed and pursued In this country and abroad by representatives of tne first 
Defendant, He was also door stepped and put under watch at his home. Over the 
years, the First Defendant has also persistently sought and obtained private 
Information about the Claimant and his friends and family through blagging. 

14. ft has also become clear, and the First Defendant now accepts, that a lot of this 
unlawfully acquired information has ended up in the numerous articles that have 
been published ubout the Claimant between 2QD3 and 2007, The First Defendant 
also accepts that this private information has often been inaccurate or it has been 
distorted or misrepresented. 

IS The effect of this sustained campaign of surveillance, pursuit and harassment, as 
well as the publication of Intrusive and private information, has been profound. H 
has caused the Claimant considerable distress and has caused distrust and suspicion 
between his Hends, family and employees. 

36. I am here today to announce that the First Defendant has accepted liability 
unconditional for ali of the Claimant's claims against the News of the World, 

1 V, Furthermore, both Defendants have also undertaken not to further unlawfully access 
the C'almant's voicemaii messages or unlawfully access other private information 
concerning the Claimant or to republish the private Information contained In the 16 
artirles compalr.ed of or otherwise harass the Claimant or put him under 
surveillance. 

18. The Claimant has also taken legal proceedings against the Defendants in relation to 
The Sun rwwspaoer for, amongst other things, the publication of a number of 
simllaily intrusive articles about his private life. 

19, in the light of the admissions made by the First Defendant which I have mentioned, it 
has e greed to pay damages to the Claimant In respec* of all of the claims that he has 
made in rfta sum of £130,000, and also to pay all of the legal costs that he has be^n 
forced to incur. 

Counsel for the First Defend ant 



Jt) My »or ( i r on behalf -of the First Defendant > canprm everything rrty friend, tei 
Thomson, has sa d. 

The pirn Defendant acknowledges thai it is liable for m&tfs* of prrvftf* irternitfton, 
brcscf, of enmirfener- and Irarafs&miMil of the Oatauiflf end Mfttiftf unconditionally fill 
o/ M* claims agsinsi cJi<* News, of the world. 

?£. lr. jjarrtruMj ii &ce&f>ts ihai tn* methods whlc'- were used to obtain p-fvaic- 
information 5 .'Out sbe Claimant, including the unfawfuf accessing oi bis w>lf «mart* 
and 1 he btegging of private information, should neve! have been smpioyed. The Firs! 
Defendant further accept", [Hn there was no tegfttmate justifieatfon whatsoever for 
this jnlawful activity or for rhe publication of these afrcles about the Oa-?mai*t J & 
private fl'L-, wfttilttr based on information ohtaTiei! through these methods or not 
fl further H«ttn$ + hat the 16 articles mmptein*»d ol were based or derived Irom, at 
least in pa^ ime reeled voice nail messages 

' 3 The fn-si Defendant is here today, through me, to offer ife s'neore and unreserved 
WOtojSfS to the Claimant, for trie damage, as well & the censidc-abk distress, 
caused to him, and trtpse dosp to feJm. n particular, toe FJrsi Defends- n; opo'ojsises 
for the uolaxvhvf interception of the Claimant's voicem*il messages and the Wagging 
ol in to; mat ion suout him, from a variety of' sources, lor ihc sole purpose o1 
ohiaining pr-vate and confidential irdorrnatior to pubtish. 

24 The r fsj Defends n1 also accepts- tnyt the articles printed hi The Sun Newspaper 
about the Cfci tagiff* private life were a misuse of his private irforrnation 

ift in sdaitiori to freeing to pay ihe Claimant ?. substantial Sum by way uf dana^.ei, as 
well i;is lc-g»( i.tj$n, die- Rr*. Defendant is undertaking tc the Court that it wilt no: co 
;j.iy of the facetting art«. i« )hn fumre, namely to republish rhe anxles or tnc pp vute 
informalioo r.omplalneo of- to intercept the Ctesmsnfs vweemail messages; to pul 
him mder physical or electronic surveillance: or to blag private .nlonnatiort about 
huni or '"ms 'amity 

SPiicJl 'fi.(. Ad voca te , fort hgjffiajrTig nt 

Zfx. !n such rirnimsr^rcos, t he Claimant believes that, he has achiever. HVe<-ylhfi,£ which 
be s«t out io achieve through the pursuit o? these pr<«;e#dtng.t and on these twos 
he is preps, ed ro resoivs his tistms agdinsi the first Defer : dar,l. 




